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Abstract 
 
In the Hong Kong educational context, collaboration and information technology skills are two 
of the core advocated generic skills in the English language curriculum in the 21st century 
(Curriculum Development Council, 2004). As noted in the curriculum document (2004), one 
of the overall aims of the language curriculum is “To enable every learner to prepare for the 
changing socio-economic demands resulting from advances in information technology...” 
(p.11). However, in Hong Kong as a rather traditional educational context, integration of IT 
into writing instruction is generally not in full swing. All these gave insight to this research 
study as ‘The effects of wiki-based collaborative writing on Hong Kong primary students' 
English writing development’.  
 
The research study is one of the few local studies on the use of a wiki for students’ English 
writing development. It sheds light on both students’ writing product and process as student 
interaction in the wiki. The findings of this study illustrate that wiki-based collaborative writing 
is conducive to local primary school students’ ESL/EFL writing development, and student 
interaction positively impacts on their wiki writing products. It also illuminates on particular 
appealing student interaction rarely discussed in other studies on wiki use for ESL/EFL writing 
learning. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5 
 
Table of Contents  
 
Page 
Acknowledgements……………….……………………………………………..…………...3 
Abstract …………………...…………………..…………………………….………….……4 
 
Chapter 1: Introduction  ……………….……………..………………….………………….7    
1.1 Contextual Background of the Study ……………………………….……………………..7 
1.2 Purpose of the Study ………………………………………………..……………………...9 
1.3 Organisation of the Dissertation ………………………….………….……………….….10 
 
Chapter 2: Literature Review  …………………………………………………….…....….11 
2.1 Introduction ………………………………………………………………………..….…12 
2.2 Mainstream ESL/EFL writing pedagogic approaches SL …………………………….....12  
2.3 New literacies in the 21st century .…………………………………...…………….…….13  
2.4 Writing instruction in Hong Kong.………………………………….…..………….……..14  
2.5 Wiki-based collaborative writing for Hong Kong classrooms .…….……………….……15 
 2.5.1 Classroom wikis .…………………………..………………………….………..15 
 2.5.2 Benefits of wiki-based collaborative writing on students’ writing 
development  .…………………………..……………………………………………..……..16 
   
Chapter 3: Research Methodology …………………………….…….………………………19 
3.1 Research Question and Research Approach……………….…………………...……...…19 
3.2 Context  ………………………………………………………………..……………..….19 
3.3 Participants …………………………………………………………………………...….20 
3.4 Pre-intervention …………………………………………………..…..………………….20 
 3.4.1 Students’ English writing proficiency …………………………………………20 
 3.4.2 The English panel’s adopted writing pedagogy …………………………..……21 
3.5 Intervention as the research study ………………………………………………………..22 
 3.5.1 Task design ……………………………………………….………………….…22 
 3.5.2 Task plan ………………………………………..…………..…………..……...23 
 3.5.3 Data collection ……………………………………………………….………...26 
 3.6.4 Data analysis ……………………………………………..…………...………..28 
 
 
6 
 
Chapter 4: Findings………………………………………………………….………..…….30 
4.1 Introduction ………………………………..……………………………….……………30 
4.2 Writing products…………………………………………………………..………..…….32 
4.2.1 The low-level Group 2……………………………………………...…….…….…32 
4.2.2 The average-level Group 3 …………………………………………....…………..34 
4.2.3 The high-level Group 4 ………………………………………..……….…………35 
4.3 Writing process ………………………………………………………….......………...…37 
4.3.1 Modelling or leading by examples ………………………..………………………37 
4.3.2 Responding to suggestions ……………………………………………..…………42 
4.3.3 Developing an authentic, creative voice ……………………….……….…………45  
 
Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions …………………………………….………….…....48 
5.1 Discussion ……………………………………………………….……….…….....……48 
5.1.1 Group 4’s low engagement level in wiki writing ……………….………..….48 
5.1.2 Staying away from the inflexible labels ………………………………….…..49 
5.1.3 Having a personal competition with other groups………………………...…50 
5.1.4 Being activated from play to frame ideas ………………………..………..…51 
5.2 Implications for English teachers in Hong Kong……………………………………..... 52 
5.3   Limitations and suggestions for future research …………………………………..….…53 
5.4   Conclusion ……………………………………………………………………….….….54 
 
References …………..…………………………………………………………………...….55 
Appendices ……………………………………………………………………………….…60 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7 
 
Chapter 1: Introduction  
 
1.1 Contextual Background of the Study  
 
When it comes to the English language curriculum in the local Hong Kong educational context, 
collaboration and information technology skills are two of the core advocated generic skills 
central to English language learning in the 21st century (Curriculum Development Council, 
2004). As noted in the curriculum document (2004), one of the overall aims of the language 
curriculum is “To enable every learner to prepare for the changing socio-economic demands 
resulting from advances in information technology...” (p.11). Whilst the majority of local pre-
service and in-service English language teachers do advocate collaboration and information 
technology skills in their mind, many have done little to translate the policies into real 
classroom practice; that is, there has long been a distinct gap between pedagogic and learning 
principles advocated in the curriculum documents and enactment of them (Lo, Clarke, Luk, 
Chigaeva, & Lam, 2012; Woo, Chu, Ho & Li, 2011).  
 
The realm of English writing, in which my research study is situated, is a case in point. On the 
one hand, given the local examination-driven education culture, there exists a pervasion of the 
utilitarian approach - individualistic product-oriented one-off writing tasks primarily for 
assessment purposes as marks/grade counting (Lee & Wong, 2014), thereby compromising 
students’ writing development opportunities arisen from collaborative writing and the process 
writing approach demarcating the pre-, while-, post-writing stages, for example, actively 
reflecting with peers on the mistakes and errors made in multiple drafts and joint negotiation 
of meanings. On the other hand, the teaching and learning of writing is predominantly paper-
based, with a disguised use of information technology using PowerPoint and the electronic 
book in teaching, or simply with no use of information technology such as Web 2.0 tools1, 
which affords students with enhanced interactivity and communication within the affinity 
space2 (Gee, 2005), for example, multimodality with videos and photos, and instant discussion 
between members with the same goal. This can be attributed to the fact that given the tight 
                                                          
1 Web 2.0 tools are digital tools, apart from possessing hallmarks of the mindset 2 as mentioned in p.3, which 
allow users to create content freely, share and publish it with others publicly, and permit critique from different 
people instantaneously (O'Reilly, 2005).  
2 An affinity space is a characteristic of the technological world, similar to but more than a community of 
practice, for instance, encouraging both individual and distributed knowledge, and providing multiple routes 
for gaining status and attention in the Web no matter one’s social status and gender in real-life (Gee, 2005).  
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teaching and examination schedule in local schools, ample classroom practitioners perceive the 
incorporation of technologies for language teaching and learning simply more a distraction 
than an enhancer (Lo et al., 2012).  
 
However, in this 21st century technological era, with the majority of students being digital 
natives3 who exploit digital tools as daily necessities and enjoy using them, for example, 
chatting through Skype (Prensky, 2001), such a perspective and the resulting sparse use of 
information technology for English learning and teaching is indeed antithetical to the real-
world context; as in Carrington & Robinson (2009)’s terms, “powering down” (p. 2) of 
technology use in schools. As such, as Lo and Hyland (2007) point out, many local students do 
not embrace writing tasks with high intrinsic motivation and engagement in expressing 
personal meanings, which is a factor part and parcel for contributing to writing skill 
development and improvement. Rather, they engage themselves for task completion. It is 
therefore common, as I found from my teaching practicum (TP) and private tutoring experience, 
that students produce writings of a low quantity and/or quality, for instance, very short writings 
in lack of content not meeting the minimum required number of words and making the same 
grammatical errors and mistakes time and again.  
 
Further, as Lankshear and Knobel (2007) observe, mindset 2 inherent in the use of Web 2.0 
tools such as class wikis, which champions, for instance, “distributed expertise over centralised 
expertise, collaboration over individual authorship” (p. 60) should be possessed and showcased 
in present-day literacy pedagogies and students’ practices. All these seemingly point to the need 
for a class wiki4 such as PBworks in order to address and compensate for the above-said 
limitations arisen from the  individual product-oriented writing tasks with its built-in 
affordances, for instance, allowing timely feedback from and interaction between and amongst 
the teacher and classmates, and heightened participation engagement owing to authentic 
authorship and wider scope of audience (Ansarimoghaddam, Tan, Yong & Kasim, 2012; Davies 
& Merchant, 2009; Woo et al., 2011).  
 
                                                          
3 Digital natives are born with wide-ranging digital gadgets and have been utilising digital tools, who are in 
stark contrast to digital immigrants (Prensky, 2001). 
4 Class wikis are a type of wikis, a well-known example of which is Wikipedia - digital tools which allow multiple 
writers to edit on the same text(s) asynchronously anytime and anywhere, automatic saving of all the edits 
made, embedding of hyperlinks and multimedia such as videos and music alongside text(s) (Davies & 
Merchant, 2009). 
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As such, as noted above, given the tension and interplay of the existing five crucial factors in 
students’ learning of English language writing in Hong Kong as in figure 1, I postulate that the 
very question of effects of the use of a class wiki, whilst authentically tapping into students’ 
interest in the online environment, on not only satisfying local teachers’ pedagogical needs, but 
also in the writing development both in terms of process and product of students in Hong Kong. 
I have therefore undertaken this research study to examine the effects of wiki-based 
collaborative English writing on the writing development of local upper primary (KS2) 
students using English as a second language (ESL).    
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: The tension and interplay of the existing five crucial factors in students’ learning of English language 
writing in Hong Kong 
 
 
1.2 Purpose of the study  
 
My research study aimed to 1) examine to what extent wiki-based collaborative writing affects 
students’ writing product, how and the underlying reasons; 2) explore the kinds of interaction 
students engage in on the class wiki throughout their wiki-based writing process which account 
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curriculum documents
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online environment
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based writing
class wikis’ inherent 
affordances for 
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learning in mindset 2 Effects of wiki-based 
collaborative English writing on 
the writing development of KS2 
ESL students in Hong Kong 
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for changes in their writing product, if any, and the underlying reasons.  
 
 
1.3 Organisation of the Dissertation   
 
In chapter two, I will present a review of literature, which highlights the effects of adopting 
wiki-based collaborative writing based on different related literacy and writing theories and 
approaches. In chapter three, I will provide a description of my research design as an action 
research, how the data in this study having been gathered and analyzed. In chapters four and 
five, I will present findings and discussions arising from the study, along with the conclusion 
and implications drawn. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 
2.1 Introduction  
 
Having received education in local mainstream schools such as sitting the Hong Kong 
Advanced Level Examinations (HKALE), I experienced challenges of the individualistic one-
off ESL/EFL writing approach myself. I was once very demotivated in English writing and I 
often got low marks with my teachers’ red ink marked all through my writings. Meanwhile, 
only a handful of my classmates were strong at writing. However, they were only praised by 
my teachers with ‘brief’ comments such as ‘Well done! Interesting!’, but with little mention on 
how they could learn from peers for further improvement. Although I had always wanted to 
improve my writing by learning from my stronger peers, I could not even read my classmates’ 
‘good’ writings, let alone learning and reflecting from ‘what’ and ‘how’ they wrote, and ‘why’ 
their writings were ‘good’. The only advice provided by my teachers to improve my writing 
skills were ‘practice makes perfect - the more writings you do, the better you can write’ and 
‘doing writing corrections more seriously’. I did listen to them by submitting more personal 
journals and doing writing corrections more ‘conscientiously’ by copying teachers’ ‘answers’ 
word for word. However, amidst my hard work, little had changed – I, just like my many 
classmates, were scolded for repeatedly making the same writing mistakes and errors. In other 
words, at school, instead of learning ample writing skills and strategies, I had learnt that I 
should get the same low marks and ‘acquire’ writing strategies by trial and error (Pinter, 2006).  
 
Now, more than a decade later, throughout my three teaching practicums (TP), I have simply 
witnessed ‘the same scenario’ – similar teacher advice for improving writing and reprimands 
to students, a plethora of demotivated students at a loss of how to learn from their stronger 
peers, and a handful of strong students ‘encouraged’ by teachers to have little initiative learning 
from peers for further improvement.  
 
In view of these, as a preservice teacher hoping to change current practice by implementing 
informed intervention, I will review literature of mainstream ESL writing pedagogic 
approaches, new literacies, writing instructions in Hong Kong, and wiki-based collaborative 
writing, to which I now turn.  
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2.2 Mainstream ESL/EFL writing pedagogic approaches  
 
For mainstream ESL/EFL writing instruction, commonplace are the the genre, process, and 
process genre approaches (Harmer, 2004): The genre approach emphasises a social context, 
communicative purposes, and relevant organisation and linguistic features (Badger & White, 
2000). Therefore, explicit modelling and discussion of the above are central (Badger & White, 
2000). In other words, students first read authentic or near authentic texts meaningfully, then 
deconstruct the structure and language with the teacher’s guidance. This is then followed by 
the co-construction of a similar text on a differentiated topic. Lastly students plan and write 
independently. By contrast, the process approach constitutes prewriting as brainstorming ideas, 
drafting, revising, and editing, which is recursive and disorderly (Badger & White, 2000). And 
the writing’s linguistic context such as a sense of audience and ideas is more important than 
the social context. That is to say, the process approach is congruent with constructivism by 
placing a premium on writers’ meaning than the teacher’s instruction role (Pinter, 2006). 
 
However, neither the process approach nor the genre approach is the most effective writing 
pedagogy (Harmer, 2004), but the process genre approach is, by complementing strengths of 
the process and genre approaches (Badger and White, 2000). To elaborate, in the process genre 
approach, students first read authentic or near authentic texts to notice and hypothesise the 
writing’s genre structure (Willis, 1996). Then they brainstorm ideas with peers and/or the 
teacher for planning, drafting, revising, and editing, which process is recursive and dynamic 
(Badger & White, 2000).  
 
Overall, these mainstream ESL/EFL writing pedagogic approaches are necessary to students’ 
writing learning by being celebrated by ample research studies, but insufficient given the latest 
development in new literacies. This points to the fact that they are largely framed in 
conventional literacies with the mindset 1 by English teachers - using paper and pens, being 
individuated as individualistic writing, valuing scarcity as inducing only a handful of students 
being strong at writing with their work seldom shared amongst others, space and time being 
enclosed as doing writings within classroom walls and the 35- to 70-minute lessons, being 
hierarchical as learning mostly from teachers than peers, and so forth (Lankshear & Knobel, 
2007).  
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2.3 New literacies in the 21st century  
 
As Lotherington & Jenson (2011) put it, such linear, alphabetic writing with the mindset 1 in 
traditional writing pedagogies is “no longer the primary carrier of literate meaning” (p.227) in 
this 21st century digital era. Rather, we have been engaging in dynamic three-dimensional and 
even interactive four-dimensional literacies in disregard of space and time constraints 
(Lotherington & Jenson, 2011). To elaborate, three-dimensional literacies refer to those with a 
space dimension in which readers can also be authors to participate in constructing texts, such 
as Wikipedia (Lotherington & Jenson, 2011). And four-dimensional literacies refer to those 
with a time dimension, which participants interact with one another in real time, for example, 
commenting instantaneously on others’ just posted videos on YouTube (Lotherington & Jenson, 
2011). Simply put, all these echo the seminal work of Lankshear and Knobel (2007) on new 
literacies, which are defined as possessing new technical stuff and more importantly, new ethos 
stuff. As the name implies, having new technical stuff means using different programmes, 
software, and electronic apparatuses such as a word processor and computer. However, it 
should be noted that it is the new ethos stuff as the mindset 2 being central to new literacies - 
valuing “participation over publishing, distributed expertise over centralised expertise, 
collective intelligence over individual possessive intelligence, collaboration over individual 
authorship, dispersion over scarcity, sharing over ownership, experimentation over 
normalisation, innovation and evolution over stability and fixity…and so on” (Lankshear & 
Knobel, 2007, p. 60). Combining these, we can observe that multimodality5 - inherent in new 
literacies - can be interpreted as making meaning via linguistic, visual, audio, gestural, and 
spatial expressions mediated in the mindset 2 (Lotherington & Jenson, 2011; The New London 
Group, 1996). 
 
In view of these, we can posit that numerous ESL teachers’ use of 2D flat literacy as a single 
literacy for L2 learning is indeed inauthentic owing to the multimodal meaning-making nature 
of our daily-life social communication (Kress, 2003; Lotherington, 2009; Street, 1995). As 
Valdés (2004) reminds us teachers, “there are multiple literacies rather than a single literacy, 
and that these literacies depend on the context of the situation, the activity itself, the interactions 
between participants, and the knowledge and experiences that these various participants bring 
                                                          
5 Modes are achieved via semiotic resources (Kress, 2009). Thus, an affinity space as a semiotic social space 
(SSS) can be understood to be related to multimodality (see section 2.3.3).  
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to these interactions” (p.79). Therefore, in response, as Cope and Kalantzis (2009) point out, 
“there should be a reconsideration of our approaches to literacy teaching and learning” (p.166) 
in that classroom literacies should be multimodal and social. A notable example is Sinclair 
(2010)’s 4Rs contemporary education notion as reuse (backup), revise (adapt), remix 
(combine), and redistribute (share), which are more ludic in displacing the traditional 3Rs 
education conception as reading, writing, and arithmetic. Taken together, all these point to the 
necessity for us - both pre-service and in-service ESL/EFL teachers – to translate new 
conceptions of literacy into real classroom practices.  
 
 
2.4 Writing instruction in Hong Kong 
  
Given the fundamentality of new literacies and the mindset 2 in this technological era, I 
perceive that writing instruction in most Hong Kong primary schools has long been of the 
traditional mindset 1. This points to the prevalent utilitarian approach, which I experienced 
myself as a local student (Lo & Hyland, 2007) (see Chapter 2.1). That is, in such a competitive 
examination-oriented context, writing instruction is mostly driven by demands of assessments 
and the education context (Biggs, 1995). An example in hand is the recent Primary 3 Territory-
wide System Assessment (TSA) controversy, to which many parents and teachers oppose for 
incurring a heavy homework load and high academic stress on young students. From these, we 
can see the congruence with the mindset 1: With teaching and learning closely dependent on 
assessment practices, the world is hierarchical (Lankshear & Knobel, 2007). And the emphasis 
on arresting academic performance means valuing scarcity in academic achievement 
(Lankshear & Knobel, 2007).  
 
In addition, when assessing writing, to align with the local primary school context in 
emphasising grammar learning, many teachers, including some of my colleagues in TP schools, 
pay a higher regard to grammatical accuracy than students’ expressed meaning (Lee & Wong, 
2004). Some even penalise students for every grammar mistake and error by mark deductions, 
even if the content is creative. This means that expertise and authority are located in 
individuals and institutions as teachers and the primary school context, as in the mindset 1 
(Lankshear & Knobel, 2007). As such, one can posit that a host of local students, myself 
included formerly, possess a low intrinsic motivation and self-efficacy in writing, which is 
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unconducive to their writing development (Lo & Hyland, 2007): Lower-ability students are 
demotivated by the teacher’s attention on their mistakes and errors rather than meaning, and 
their perennial low marks (Lo & Hyland, 2007). As for higher-ability students, I found from 
my TP that some are intimidated to take risks such as writing at length and expressing their 
own meaning with their linguistic resource, lest the more they write, the more mistakes and 
errors can be ‘hunted’ by the teacher, and thus the lower their marks.  
 
Provided the prevalent utilitarian writing instruction and the mindset 1 in local schools which 
hamper students’ writing motivation, there needs to be a technological tool which use can 
inherently evoke students’ intrinsic writing interest whilst prompting teachers to deviate from 
the oppressive practices.  
 
 
2.5 Wiki-based collaborative writing for Hong Kong classrooms  
 
To achieve the dual aims of countering the teacher-imposed oppressive practices and 
implementing the celebrated process genre approach, a class wiki is of much use. This is 
because it is a new literacies Web 2.0 tool, which means that it is entwined with the 
collaborative and multimodal mindset 2 noted above (Kessler, 2009). Wikis are a fast and 
convenient online information repository, with its largest and most well-known form being 
Wikipedia. The name wiki is derived from the Hawaiian term wiki wiki, meaning quick; it can 
also be interpreted as an acronym for What I know is (Carrington & Robinson, 2009). 
Hallmarks of a wiki, as suggested by Davies & Merchant (2009), mainly encompass 
asynchronous collaborative editing on the texts(s) by more than one writers at distinct time and 
locations, distributed authorship, automatic saving of all edits made for archive, and 
embedment of multimedia and files such as videos alongside text(s).  
 
2.5.1 Classroom wikis  
In recent years, wikis simply lend themselves more popular for pedagogic use as class wikis, 
for example, PBworks and Wikispaces (Davies & Merchant, 2009; Kessler, 2009) such as for 
listing assignments and holding links as extended resources for deep learning (Carrington & 
Robinson, 2009; Wilber, 2010). 
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This can be attributed to class wikis’ inherent mindset 2, or the collaborative and multimodal 
nature (Kessler, 2009); that is, conveniently extending student collaboration on the same text(s) 
beyond class time without the need of keeping differentiated versions of texts as in paper-based 
collaborative writing, allowing students to discuss the work anytime and anywhere in groups 
on the wiki discussion board, and stimulating one’s idea generation by allowing them to refer 
to writings done by group members and other groups (Storch, 2011). In other words, class wikis 
naturally fit themselves for collaborative writing, facilitating students’ writing development to 
be examined as follows:   
 
2.5.2 Benefits of wiki-based collaborative writing on students’ writing development 
Ample research shows positive effects of the use of wiki-based collaborative ESL writing on 
students’ writing process and product, which is requisite for their long-term writing 
development (Ansarimoghaddam et al., 2012). This points to a classroom wiki’s technological 
affordances in enhancing students’ writing fluency and accuracy, allowing multimodal 
meaning-making, providing multiple audience and timely feedback, and generating affinity 
spaces (Gee, 2005). In this regard, an affinity space is defined as a type of multimodal semiotic 
social space (SSS) in which people interact (Gee, 2005).  
 
It has been noted that wiki-based collaborative ESL writing improves students’ writing product 
in terms of both accuracy such as spelling and fluency such as content extension 
(Ansarimoghaddam et al., 2012; Lin & Yang, 2011). More importantly, some research notes 
that the extent of fluency improvement in the wiki group writing is more prominent than that 
in accuracy, which largely enhances the overall writing product quality (Storch, 2011; Woo et 
al., 2011). Researchers attribute this to many students’ perception of wiki-based collaborative 
writing as being meaning-oriented. The students therefore focus on content when writing and 
giving peer feedback, whilst tolerating many form errors and mistakes such as spelling errors 
deemed as not seriously impeding readers’ understanding (Storch, 2011). 
  
Further, technological affordances offered by class wikis, notably making multimodal meaning 
can highly increase students’ intrinsic interest in the writing, which cannot be otherwise 
provided in paper-based writing (Chao & Lo, 2011). That is, personal features such as diverse 
font styles and insertion of multimodal elements such as interactive videos for making meaning 
alongside written texts. These in turn increase students’ effort spent on the writing, and thus 
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the quality of the writing product.  
 
Another noteworthy class wikis’ technological affordance for ESL collaborative writing is 
allowing a large scope of audience for the writing, comprising group members and peers of 
other groups, apart from the teacher. This is in stark contrast to the usual case of writing, in 
which the ‘audience’ is the ‘teacher-assessor’. In so doing, a sense of ‘authentic’ audience and 
thus a more meaningful writing purpose, and a greater sense of responsibility with 
contributions being visible to many others, can be created (Chao & Lo, 2011).  
 
More importantly, a class wiki allows the varied audience to discuss and feedback on the 
writing timely at any writing stage without spatial constraints, thus raising students’ 
metacognitive awareness on the writing for enhanced writing development. This aligns with 
Vygotsky’s advocated social constructivism conception, which suggests that learners best 
acquire language skills through social interaction in crossing their zone of proximal 
development (ZPD) to reach their potential level (Pinter, 2006). For example, teachers can 
scaffold students promptly by discussing with students their auto-saved writing drafts instead 
of the final product on the class wiki. As such, students can respond to their writing weaknesses 
during the writing process rather than till the end. Another more noteworthy example is the 
collective scaffolding arisen from peer interaction (Donato, 1994). Given that peers are of an 
equal power relationship when compared to that with teachers, students tend to initiate more 
proactive reflection on peers’ pinpointed mistakes and errors than teacher’s (Woo, Chu, & Li, 
2013), for example, verifying the validity of peers’ highlighted mistakes by researching them 
online. They thus autonomously engage in deeper cognitive and linguistic processing on the 
writing, which in turn reinforces their retention of the form, meaning, and use of the linguistic 
items in the writing (Cameron, 2001).  
 
Last but not least, wiki-based collaborative writing can cater for learner diversity by inducing 
affinity spaces, in which people relate to each other largely owing to common interests and 
goals (Gee, 2005). In so doing, students of differentiated gender, personality traits, ESL writing 
proficiencies and suchlike can be brought together cohesively co-constructing the writing, 
therefore enhancing students’ writing development (Gee, 2005): The wiki discussion board can 
serve as a buffer for face-to-face interaction for students timid in human interaction such as 
with the opposite sex. For example, some KS2 students at the start of puberty are more aware 
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of gender differences, which may impede their interaction in groups with the opposite sex and 
thus their participation (Woo et al., 2011). As such, the use of a class wiki has the potential in 
facilitating students’ more equal participation and learning opportunities in collaborative 
writing. Moreover, students of diverse ESL writing abilities can be accommodated more 
sufficiently by learning from peers’ distributed writing knowledge on the class wiki, whilst 
working at the pace most congruent with their own personalities and aptitudes. For instance, 
less-able students can contribute to the writing later by first reading and learning from their 
higher-ability peers’ writing, or undertaking less linguistically demanding responsibilities such 
as researching information and inserting multimedia. On the other hand, higher-ability students 
may feel less intimidated to take risks by writing at length and making mistakes. This is because 
it is the whole group rather than only themselves held accountable for the writing; the workload 
of editing and revising can be shared amongst all group members (Woo et al., 2011).  
 
By and large, as a preservice local ESL/EFL teacher in pursuit of changing current practice, 
and getting rid of the ‘same scenario I previously experienced’ for my students, for instance, a 
host of students being demotivated in English writing and confused about improvement, with 
English teachers providing writing advice of little use, I was spurred to undertake an informed 
intervention with the mindset 2 on ‘wiki-based collaborative English writing’ for students’ 
positive writing development, which I will detail in the next chapter 3.  
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology 
 
3.1 Research Question and Research Approach  
 
As a pre-service English teacher hoping to improve current ESL/EFL writing pedagogies for 
students’ writing development, I conducted an action research with wiki-based collaborative 
writing as my informed intervention for approximately 2-3 weeks with 3 lessons at my assigned 
teaching practicum (TP) primary school (see Chapter 2).  
 
Action research is a systematic study that combines action and reflection encompassing 
rigorous cycle(s) of planning, taking action, observing, and reflecting (Burns, 1999; Cohen, 
Manion, & Morrison, 2000). I undertook action research in that it is “a powerful tool for change 
and improvement” (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000, p.344), in particular in the ESL/EFL 
teaching and learning context (Nunan, 1992). This is because being a ‘teacher as researcher’ 
can facilitate me to pinpoint pedagogic problems and find solutions most effective for my 
students and myself (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000). Concurrently, to build on strengths 
of qualitative and quantitative research paradigms for enhancing the action research (AR) cycle 
effectiveness, I employed a mixed-method research paradigm triangulating both quantitative 
and qualitative data throughout AR cycle(s).  
 
As such, in my TP, to investigate the effects of wiki-based collaborative writing on Hong Kong 
primary students’ English writing development, I formulated two research questions to guide 
my exploration:  
1. In what ways does wiki-based collaborative writing affect students’ writing product? 
 
2. What kinds of interaction did students engage in on the class wiki which account for 
changes in their writing product? 
 
 
 
3.2 Context  
 
The school is an English as a medium of instruction (EMI) co-educational Direct Subsidy 
Scheme (DSS) primary school in Yau Ma Tei. The school comprises students from Hong Kong 
who use Cantonese as L1, and also those from South East Asians such as Indians and Pakistanis. 
It adopts a mixed-ability class allocation system with no elite class in the school. Instead of 
using published textbooks, its English language curriculum is theme-based and school-based. 
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The English panel selects their own and develops their own materials.  
 
 
3.3 Participants 
 
The participants were from my taught Primary 6 (P.6) class of my assigned TP school. The 
class consists of 28 students, with 16 boys and 12 girls of around 11 years old. They have 
studied together in the same class since P.5. There are 23 students from Hong Kong who use 
Cantonese as L1, and 5 Indian and Pakistani students who do not speak Cantonese and use 
English language as their L1.  
 
Although the school adopts a mixed-ability class allocation system, according to the class’s 
two English teachers, this class is a very weak class - the least academically-inclined and self-
disciplined class amongst all P.6 classes in the school since P.5. Students from the class have 
been perceived as rebellious and problematic by their class and other subject teachers. 
According to their class teacher, they chat a lot in class with little regard to the teachers’ 
instructions and sometimes challenge teachers with irrelevant questions.  
 
The class is also very diverse in terms of academic abilities, with a few students academically 
topping the P.6 level but with some being at the bottom of it. There are 2 students with special 
education needs (SEN). All my students have a computer at home and they have not had any 
experience using a class wiki for English learning at school. Before starting my action research 
study, I sought consent from the principal, P.6 students, and their parents to collect the students’ 
wiki work for research purposes, whilst reassuring them of data confidentiality as the identity 
of the school and students would be kept anonymous in my dissertation.  
 
 
3.4 Pre-intervention 
 
3.4.1 Students’ English writing proficiency  
To get an idea of my students’ English writing proficiency, I collected and read two pieces of 
their weekly writing completed before my TP and a self-introduction done at the start of my 
TP in a booklet called My Voice. I chose to collect My Voice for analysing students’ writing 
proficiency, in that its assigned writing topics are rather authentic, personally-expressive, and 
open-ended such as ‘Write about a day you’d like to forget.’ Also, students can draw and colour 
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on the page beside their text for expressing meaning. That is, its writing format is highly similar 
to that in a wiki in the current study (see Chapter 3.6.1).  
 
As such, I analysed students’ most recent self-introduction writing qualitatively and 
quantitatively, in that it best reflects their writing performance (see Appendix 1). In so doing, I 
can increase the validity and reliability in comparing and contrasting students’ writing 
performance before and after my intervention (see Chapter 3.6.4 writing product). I assessed 
the writing based on 3 domains, namely content and organisation, language, and visual graphics 
and pictures with 0-5 marks (see Appendix 2). I used such assessment rubrics because they 
were previously used in a similar local wiki-based collaborative writing research study on peer 
feedback and revision process (Woo et al., 2013). Also, they are adapted from Lo and Hyland 
(2007)’s study on local P.5 students’ EFL writing. Therefore, I found the rubrics representative 
in facilitating readers’ understanding of the students’ writing level.  
 
From the submitted writings, I regard the students’ writing proficiency varies. Some produce 
writings with rich and creative content, accurate language, and a wide range of vocabulary and 
sentence patterns, for example, ‘reincarnation’ and using a rhetorical question at the start. 
However, others produce writings with little content, inaccurate language, and a small range of 
vocabulary and sentence patterns. More centrally, I find that quality writings in terms of content, 
language, and organisation have been produced by some particular students. So it seems to me 
that the low-level students have not been sufficiently scaffolded by their English teachers (see 
Appendix 1).  
 
 
3.4.2 The English panel’s adopted writing pedagogy  
The English panel of the school does not designate any English lessons for students to do 
writing in class, as practised by many local schools. At the pre-writing stage, teachers provide 
a model text to students, then briefly remind students verbally of some genre features in the 
text using a highlighter. Then, using a writing framework with some gaps, students do the 
writing individually at home. At the post-writing stage, teachers correct students’ every writing 
mistake and error and require them to do corrections, which is valuing accuracy over fluency. 
Overall, students learn writing primarily through repetition and imitation, which emphasises 
students’ knowledge about language structure, meaning that the writing pedagogy is a product 
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approach (Badger & White, 2000). In other words, students’ linguistic skills acquisition is 
apparently ignored.  
 
When constructing writing, students can hardly raise questions nor negotiate meanings with 
their stronger peers and teachers. I reckon such a lack of peer and teacher scaffolding is 
unconducive for students to reaching their potential writing level via their zone of proximal 
development (Pinter, 2006), particularly the low-level students who need more scaffolding and 
whose parents at home may be less academically-qualified to scaffold. Also, I posit that in the 
long run, when studying in secondary school, both the strong and weak students would be 
constrained in their English writing development. This is because stronger students have not 
been spurred to further improve their writing skills by learning from peers as in process writing. 
On the other hand, weaker students would be further demotivated in improving their writing 
skills owing to a persistent lack of peer and teacher scaffolding.  
 
All these collected data and issues I found at the pre-intervention stage stimulated me to 
undertake the informed intervention as wiki-based collaborative writing. 
  
 
3.5 Intervention as the research study 
 
3.5.1 Task design   
As the intervention, I designed an authentic and personally meaningful writing task for my 
students, which is making their own class magazine on a class wiki called PBworks. This serves 
as a memorial for the students of their P.6 primary school life and classmates (see Appendix 3). 
This is because the use of a class wiki can inherently evoke students’, in particular weaker ones’ 
intrinsic interest in writing given its multimodal meaning-making affordances (Chao & Lo, 
2011) (see Chapter 2.5.2).  
 
For my designed class magazine task, its social context aligns closely with the P.6 students’ 
academic progression of graduating from their primary school soon. In it, they talked about 
their teachers and quotes, stress, favourite and disliked subjects, favourite films and stars, and 
so forth. In other words, the class magazine is intrinsically motivating to prompt the students 
to spend ample time and effort on it, which in turn positively impacts on their writing 
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development.  
 
It is noted that the writing task mediated in the wiki was for collaborative writing, rather than 
individual writing. This aimed to facilitate students’ peer learning and bridge their presumably 
large writing proficiency gap writing with the affordances of a wiki in allowing students to read 
each other’s text and discuss the writing asynchronously in the discussion forum, which are 
neglected in the school’s writing pedagogy (see Chapter 3.4.2). That is to say, the weaker 
students could be scaffolded in writing more sufficiently by seeking advice from the stronger 
peers and teachers in the wiki discussion forum, whereas stronger students could read other 
students’ work in the wiki for insights on improving their writing (see Chapter 3.4.2). There 
are seven groups of 4 students - 2 students first paired up themselves and then I assigned 2 
pairs into 1 group according to their English writing proficiency. They are either of the same 
gender or a mix of 2 boys and 2 girls.  
 
On the wiki, I put my class magazine task in the front page, on which were all the groups’ name 
lists and their writing topics. Each group had a link on the front page, upon clicking it they had 
one page of the magazine to write their article. The audience of the wiki were the 28 students, 
their parents, and me. And the text type was class magazine articles. Such a text type aimed to 
elicit sufficient amount of writing from students for evaluating their writing development. And 
given that the number of words students produce in writing could be an indication of their 
writing proficiency, I would count word numbers of each group’s wiki writing at the post-
intervention stage (Mak & Coniam, 2008).  
 
 
3.5.2 Task plan  
 
In my task plan (see Table 1), there would be altogether three English lessons conducted in the 
school’s computer lab for the wiki-based collaborative writing intervention. Taken together, 
the lessons would be for implementing the advocated process genre writing approach, yet 
neglected in the school’s writing pedagogy (see Chapter 2 & 3.4.2). In all the lessons, students 
would sit with group members in rows, and each student would have a computer in front of 
them to work on the wiki writing. So I would encourage them to discuss their wiki writing with 
group members in the wiki discussion forum because it might be difficult for them to discuss 
face-to-face due to the computer lab setting.  
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As Gibbons (2002) notes, the curriculum cycle of the genre approach usually take several 
weeks. Also, Lee (2012) suggests that the approach is most beneficial to be implemented in the 
modelling and analysis stage in the pre-writing stage, in that students can understand 
thoroughly the success criteria of the writing task. Therefore, amongst the three lessons, I 
would implement the genre approach primarily in the first lesson as the pre-writing stage. For 
the first lesson (see Appendix 4), students would be introduced to the wiki class magazine 
writing task and the project timeline and related work such as submission of journals. Next, I 
would tell students to study various types of authentic magazine and online magazine articles 
in the computer in front of them6 for getting some insights for writing their own class magazine, 
which served as a meaningful purpose for students in studying them. After that, I would guide 
the whole class to identify the common genre, larger social purposes, and audience of the texts 
by explicitly prompting them verbally what they read, when, why, and how they read them. 
That is, for example, they are magazine articles for entertainment or information-giving. 
Similarly, I would guide students to deconstruct the texts for their common internal structure, 
and grammar and lexis such as titles and visuals with the explicit prompt ‘format and language 
features’ on the PowerPoint slide. Students would discuss with partners and I noted the genre 
features on the slide as the class told me the answers. All these was to achieve explicit teaching 
of the texts’ linguistic features derived from the social purposes, which is key to the genre 
approach by relating to real-life use of the texts (Hyland, 2007). More importantly, these were 
to compensate for the lack of teacher scaffolding on genre features of text types for the students, 
particularly the weaker ones (see Chapter 3.4.2). The reason is that the deconstruction of the 
texts for genre features of magazine articles could help them understand the key elements of 
the wiki class magazine articles as the success criteria of the task, thus developing higher self-
efficacy in the writing (Lee, 2012). After that, I would scaffold students to think of the subtle 
differences in genre features of online magazine and magazine articles, say inclusion of 
hyperlinks and videos. This aimed to scaffold students more explicitly on the genre features of 
their wiki class magazine articles in the genre writing approach (Hyland, 2007). At last, I would 
start the process writing approach. This aimed to compensate for the lack of emphasis on 
students’ linguistic skills acquisition in their usual writing learning at school (see Chapter 3.4.2) 
and the genre writing approach introduced earlier which primarily focuses on linguistic 
                                                          
6 Students’ computer screen were locked and changed as I changed my computer screen with the technical 
function in the computer lab.  
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knowledge (Badger & White, 2000). I would let students brainstorm their wiki writings in 
groups in class, in that pre-writing activities in the process approach should focus on idea 
generation, apart from audience, text organisation, and purpose done using the genre approach 
(Badger & White, 2000).  
 
In the second and third lessons, I would continue to adopt the process approach previously 
introduced at the last part of the first lesson. Students would do their first and second peer 
feedback procedures respectively in the lessons. In the wiki discussion forum, they would give 
their 2-3 pieces of formative peer feedback in groups to another group on the wiki writings 
with the genre features deconstructed from the texts in the first lesson, for example, titles, 
subtitles, introduction, and photos. This aimed to facilitate students giving diagnostic specific 
feedback to one another, which could in turn prompt them to revise and edit their writing 
thereafter effectively (Lee, 2012), whilst linking students’ prior knowledge of the linguistic 
features of magazine articles learnt from the earlier genre approach in Lesson 1. Simultaneously, 
this was to expose students to supportive peers for peer scaffolding, which is central to the 
process writing approach and also students’ efficient learning with peers of similar cognitive 
and linguistic levels with them (Badger & White, 2000). After that, in the lesson, students 
would respond to the peer feedback in the wiki discussion forum, and revise and edit their 
writing. This was to make sure students understand the received feedback and take it on board, 
in that feedback not attended by students serves little learning purpose. More centrally, it was 
to introduce to students the authentic writing approach real writers adopt in real life – cyclic 
recursive writing processes of prewriting, drafting, revising, and editing (Badger & White, 
2000), which students seldom engage in at school as the linear writing approach of the 
processes (see Chapter 3.4.2). And the task plan is presented in Table 1.  
 
Table 1: Task plan and data collection 
                                                          
7 It was collected on 24th March owing to time clash with my students’ looming final examination period  
commencing on 17th March 
Date, Time and 
Location 
Lesson objectives and Brief procedures Data collection 
10 Mar16 (Thu) 
10:20-10:55am 
(35min) –  
1 English lesson 
computer lab 
 
The start of the wiki class magazine project  
Students are introduced to the class magazine writing task, and 
study various types of magazine articles. They are also briefly 
introduced to the functions of the class wiki. 
 Students of the 3 groups’ 
individual ‘self-introduction’ 
writing 
 1 post-lesson teacher 
reflection 
14 Mar16 (Mon)  
12:05-12:40pm  
First peer feedback procedure  1 student reflection7  
 1 post-lesson teacher 
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3.5.3 Data collection 
I reviewed the whole class’ wiki writing products and their overall process. For their products, 
I assessed with the assessment rubrics previously used on their paper-based self-introduction 
writing (see Chapter 3.4.1). Concurrently, I collected detailed data from three groups on their 
writing process and product as fine-grained one. This aimed to be congruent with the premise 
of action research as to explore a small research context by thick description (Burns, 1999). In 
other words, I aimed to delve into the nitty-gritty of students’ writing process and product. For 
example, who edited most as the person having the most power in the group, and how students 
made edits (after negotiating with peers or not), which in turn induced a harmonious or 
competitive collaboration atmosphere for an improved or deteriorated work.  
 
The groups consisted of one group of high-level students, another group chiefly involving low-
level students, and the last primarily of average-level students. This aims to respond to Lee 
(2010)’s call on future researches to investigate the relationship between students’ inherent 
language proficiency with their use of wikis.  
                                                          
8 It was collected, along with the students’ summary reflection, on 5th Apr (the first day after the school’s Easter 
holiday) owing to the school’s looming Easter holiday.  
(35 min) –  
1 English lesson  
computer lab  
 
 
 
Students are elicited social purposes, some genre features (e.g. 
titles, subtitles, hyperlinks) of online magazine articles by think, 
pair, share, with the teacher writing them on the board.  
 
Each group of students provide 3-4 pieces of peer feedback to 
another group on the writing’s content, organisation, language 
based on the genre features of the online magazine articles 
deconstructed just now and in Lesson 1. Students respond to the 
peer feedback. Then students revise and edit their wiki group 
writing based on the peer feedback to finalise their first draft.  
 
reflection  
 ongoing teacher reflection 
 The 3 groups’ wiki writing 
 The 3 groups’ wiki edits and 
interactions  
24Mar16 (Thu) 
10:20-10:55am  
(35 min) –  
1 English lesson  
computer lab  
Second peer feedback procedure  
Each group of students provide 3-4 pieces of peer feedback to 
another group on the writing’s content, organisation, language 
based on the genre features of the online magazine articles 
deconstructed in Lessons 1 and 2. Students respond to the peer 
feedback. Then students revise and edit their wiki group writing 
based on the peer feedback to finalise their second draft. 
 
 1 student reflection8 
 1 post-lesson teacher 
reflection  
 ongoing teacher reflection  
 The 3 groups’ wiki writing 
 The 3 groups’ wiki edits and 
interactions  
28Mar16 (Mon) 
Midnight - home 
The deadline of the wiki class magazine project  
Students finished their class magazine in the wiki.  
 The 3 groups’ wiki writing 
 The 3 groups’ summary 
reflection 
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To elaborate, the high-ability group was Group 4 working on ‘their class’s stress’. They are all 
Pakistani girls using English as their L1. They are also good friends, as revealed by themselves 
and their English teachers. The lower-ability group was Group 2 working on ‘their teachers and 
quotes’. They are all local boys using Cantonese as their L1. Amongst them, 3 boys are weak 
students, with 1 with SEN as ‘slow learner’ who needs special arrangement in school 
examinations such as extra time, according to their English teachers. And 1 boy is strong at 
English. The average-ability group was Group 3 working on ‘their class’s favourite and disliked 
subjects’. It has an equal number of boys and girls. They are all locals using Cantonese as their 
L1. 3 students are of average abilities, and 1 boy of stronger English ability, according to their 
English teachers.   
 
To examine my selected 3 groups’ wiki writing process and product, I collected both 
quantitative and qualitative data.   
 
Writing process 
 
2 Post-lesson and 1 summary student reflections 
I collected students’ 2 post-lesson reflections of around 150 words on their wiki-based 
collaborative writing experience such as what happened, what they have learnt, and how they 
felt about the writing experience. I also collected students’ summary reflection of around 250 
words, in which they reflected deeply on their overall wiki writing experience, for instance, 
comparing wiki group writing experience and performance with that using paper and pen, and 
reflecting on a class wiki’s strengths and weaknesses in improving and worsening their writing 
performance. 
 
I employed student reflections in that they are “a powerful reflective device which allows 
students to use introspection to make sense of their experience” (Harmer, 2004, p.133), thus 
enhancing their metacognition on and benefitting their writing learning. Also, in so doing, I 
aligned teaching and learning closely with the communicative language teaching (CLT) 
approach by effecting constructive dialogues with my students (Burns, 1999).  
 
Post-lesson and ongoing teacher reflections 
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In a similar fashion, I did my 3 post-lesson and ongoing teacher reflections, which documented 
my observation and perspectives of students’ wiki writing performance in the school computer 
lab and at home, for instance, students’ raised critical issues in class. I did reflections as they 
are “powerful action research tools provoking creative introspection” (Harmer, 2004, pp.133-
134), say revisiting my done scaffolding as a reflective teacher.  
 
Wiki edits and interactions 
Throughout the students’ wiki writing process, I collected their content, language, and 
organisation edits. This is because I aimed to illuminate the linguistic aspect of their writing, 
which impacts largely on students’ product. Similarly, I collected their content-, language-, 
organisation-, and management-interactions in order to also cover the social aspect of their 
writing process.  
 
 
3.6.4 Data analysis 
Writing process 
2 Post-lesson and 1 summary student reflections [qualitative analysis] 
For my data analysis of students’ 2 post-lesson and 1 summary reflections, I analysed them 
qualitatively by noting down and coding their insightful perspectives and raised critical issues, 
which largely impacted on their writing.    
 
Post-lesson and ongoing teacher reflections [qualitative analysis] 
Similarly, I analysed my post-lesson and ongoing reflections qualitatively by documenting and 
coding my special observations and perceptions of students’ wiki writing process and product. 
For example, certain students may have asked some thoughtful questions on the class wiki, 
which then initiated a spate of edits. 
 
Wiki edits and interactions [qualitative and quantitative analysis] 
As regards students’ wiki edits, I analysed them qualitatively by coding them into content, 
language, and organisation edits, and noting particular edits which had a significant impact on 
the writing. I also analysed them quantitatively by counting the respective number of the 3 edit 
types and transforming them into bar charts. This aims to visualise their frequencies for easier 
comparison and contrast. In a similar vein, for their wiki interactions amongst and between 
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groups, I analysed them in the same way as their wiki edits, except with 1 more domain as 
management-interactions.  
 
Writing product [qualitative and quantitative analysis]  
Collaborative wiki and individual paper-based writing 
Last but not least, I analysed the 3 groups’ wiki writing products qualitatively and 
quantitatively. I assessed them in terms of the 3 domains, namely content and organisation, 
language, and visual graphics and pictures and gave numerical marks. Then I compared and 
contrasted their wiki writing marks with those of their individual paper-based ‘self-introduction’ 
writing (Lo & Hyland, 2007; Woo et al., 2013) (see chapter 3.5.1).  
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Chapter 4: Findings 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
As a novice researcher and preservice EFL teacher, I underwent many ups and downs 
undertaking the wiki-based collaborative writing action research. For example, the study 
clashed with my P.6 students’ final school examination9 and final year-project10, and students 
were late for all the 3 computer lab English lessons.  
 
In the first lesson, some technical problems occurred, preventing students to access the class 
wiki and write their draft. So, I introduced the class magazine task, analysed genre features of 
magazine articles, and distributed notes on key wiki functions. For the next few days, I found 
Group 2 was particularly active in editing and commenting on the class wiki. Reflecting from 
these, to enhance student participation, I planned to let students work on their wiki draft in a 
computer lab English lesson, so we could together solve their difficulties about the wiki writing.  
 
Therefore, in the second lesson, I told students to continue to work on their group page, and 
give peer feedback to another group. Also, given it was the first time students collaborated on 
the class wiki at school, students had some special requests. Group 2 told me that they had 
finished their work and requested to work on an additional topic as they revealed their 
enjoyment in wiki writing. Concurrently, some groups, including Group 4 as the target group, 
requested to have their topic swapped. Then, I told Group 2 to improve their work instead 
whilst letting others change their topics. In addition, many raised the same question of seeing 
‘XX has stolen the lock’ whilst attempting to edit. I explained to them that meant their group 
members were also editing the same page as Pbworks only allows 1 person editing the same 
page. As a solution, I told them to edit after a few minutes in waiting for their turn. Some then 
said they would steal their group member’s lock right away instead. Then I told them to be 
more patient as it was a group, rather than an individual work. For the whole week after the 
second lesson, as exam was looming, the class wiki site had been very quiet, with mostly 
                                                          
9 I was required to finish teaching my students’ examination syllabus before commencing the research study for 
allaying the parents’ concerns about their children’s exam performance, which results would be submitted to the 
EDB for partly deciding which secondary schools they can be admitted to.  
10 It is a cross-curricular project lasting the whole P.6 year, in which students interviewed people in the community, 
take recordings, write up reports, and so on in groups.  
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Groups 2, 4, and 7 working. From the lesson, I learnt that allowing students to do the wiki 
writing at the school computer lab at an early stage is important for students and I could address 
major problems together.  
 
In the last lesson, I first clarified what students needed to do for their reflections, then they gave 
another group peer feedback on the class wiki. Yet, some students had forgotten their usernames 
and passwords, or wrongly typed the web address, though I had given a paper strip to each 
student with his/her username and passwords shortly after the first lesson. Thus, I spent quite 
a long time helping them, understanding some groups’ unequal division of labour and slow 
progress. Towards the deadline, from the class wiki, I found that 4 groups11 had expended 
necessary effort and time on the writing, whereas the others did not. Reflecting from the lesson, 
if I had one more lesson, I would tell my students to stick my given paper strip onto their 
handbook and bring it to the computer lab. Also, I would ask a student to demonstrate accessing 
the wiki site for the whole class. In so doing, students would log in the class wiki site more 
smoothly in achieving my intervention aim as writing learning.  
 
After the deadline, I collected and marked all students’ wiki work but focused on 3 groups (see 
Chapter 3.6.3), namely Group 2, 3, and 4 as the low-, average-, and high-proficiency groups to 
illuminate students’ ESL/EFL writing development throughout my intervention. Overall, using 
my set marking criteria with full marks as 15 (see Chapter 3.6.4), the average marks for all the 
7 groups are 8.86, writing on average 517.7 or 28712 words, which number of words is much 
higher than the 180 words that the school requires of P.6 students in their individual writing. 
As I had not set any word limit for students in this intervention, echoing Mak and Coniam 
(2008) and Woo, Chu, Ho, and Xi (2011)’s findings, it seems to suggest that the use of a class 
wiki could highly intrinsically motivate students to write such as writing a much larger quantity.  
 
By contrast, the average marks of my target 3 groups are 12, writing on average 837.3 words, 
implying that the 3 groups perform satisfactorily with a high quality and quantity. To elaborate, 
the low-level Group 2 attained 13 marks; the average-level Group 3 got 9 marks; and the high-
level Group 4 attained 14 marks. Whilst it is within expectation that the high-level group can 
                                                          
11 I cannot collect 1 group’s data for ethical reasons as a student’s parent disagreed for me to do so. 
12 Excluding the 2 groups which wrote particularly a lot as more than 1000 words, the average number of words 
written of the remaining 5 groups is 287 words.  
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attain nearly full marks, noteworthy is that the low-level group can attain similarly high marks. 
More interestingly, it is not the low-level group, but the average-level group to attain the lowest 
marks. To untangle such an interesting finding about the 3 target groups, I now go into greater 
detail their writing product, and process along the 2 threads:  
R.Q.1. In what ways does wiki-based collaborative writing affect students’ writing product? 
R.Q.2. What kinds of interaction did students engage in on the class wiki which account for 
changes in their writing product? 
 
 
4.2 Writing products 
 
To address the first research question, ‘In what ways does wiki-based collaborative writing 
affect students’ writing product?’, I first analysed the target 3 groups’ writing products (see 
Appendices 5-7) as they best reflect their writing performance after my informed intervention.  
 
4.2.1 The low-level Group 2 
For the low-level Group 2 which wrote about ‘Teachers teaching 6X13, their interesting lessons, 
and quotes’, they turned out to be nearly as high-performing as Group 4 (see Appendix 5). I 
gave them 13 marks, with 4, 4, and 5 marks in content and organisation, language, and visual 
graphics and pictures respectively. They wrote 1120 words, which number is the largest 
amongst all groups. Given that “one indicator of increasing writing proficiency concerns text 
length (i.e. the number of words produced)” (Mak & Coniam, 2008, p.441), it seems to suggest 
that students of Group 2 had largely made a significant improvement in writing. 
 
For content and organisation, I found their strength is having included a concise introduction 
with key information as phrases about their article content, such as ‘all our hardworking 
teachers teaches 6X’ and ‘in the year of 2015-2016’. And they concluded their article in a 
meaningful and multimodal way with an authentic thank-you note with pictures, and a song to 
show their appreciation to teachers writing. Such an organisation can make the writing coherent, 
whilst providing readers with a general idea of the content and the key message of appreciating 
teachers.  
                                                          
13 For the class and their teachers’ first names to be mentioned in this dissertation, they would be anonymised 
as ‘X’. Similarly, all students would be anonymised by their initials as pseudonyms.  
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Then they talked about the teachers. And I considered their content very rich by depicting the 
memorable time they spent with their teachers not only in class time, but also beyond that, 
though the topic only requires them to talk about teachers’ lessons. For example, they wrote,  
 
‘Our warm-hearted spilt class Math teacher is Ms. X Liem! …She adores telling funny jokes 
and if we did something wrong, she will tell us a meaningful story so that we can learn a lesson 
at the same time too! One time, because she found that we have done well in the examination, 
she treat us some ice-cream.’ 
 
‘Ms. X Wang is a very nice teacher…When we do well, she gave us to eat McDonalds at lunch 
for free. Everyone likes her because of McDonalds…’  
(Group 2, Funny teachers teaching 6X, their interesting lessons, & quotes) 
 
Further, they expressed their perceptions about the teachers’ lessons and consideration of the 
teachers, thus supporting their conclusion as appreciating teachers. For instance,  
  
‘Ms. X Moriya (Moriya先生) is from Japan…Although her lessons were super boring, it was 
very meaningful. We always play with our classmates or stationaries in her lessons but we 
understood her feelings. Moreover, we sit nicely and listen to her boring lessons.’ 
(Group 2, Funny teachers teaching 6X, their interesting lessons, & quotes) 
 
However, I consider one major weakness is the lack of organisation in terms of subjects. They 
simply mentioned the teachers one by one according to subjects in the content, rather than 
having headings for the subjects. Thus, they always repeated mentioning the subjects when 
mentioning their teachers, making the text not sufficiently reader-friendly by being long and 
full of redundant information. Hence, I gave them 4 marks.  
 
As for visuals, their multimodal way of expressing meaning as noted above could enhance the 
writing’s interactivity with readers and literacy dimension, thus deserving full marks. As for 
language, their article is fluent in expressing ideas, and authentic in modifying languages 
according to the linguistic context. For example, when they wrote about Japanese teachers and 
their quotes, they used Japanese rather than English, thus making their described lessons vivid 
for readers. For example,  
  
‘" Low 先生 こんにちは! " Ms. X Low is our Japanese teacher…’ 
‘Ms. X Moriya (Moriya先生) is from Japan…’ 
(Group 2, Funny teachers teaching 6X, their interesting lessons, & quotes) 
 
Also, they used metaphors and similes to describe the teachers and themselves. For example,  
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‘Ms. X Leung…she is very caring and smart like a dictionary!’ 
(Group 2, Funny teachers teaching 6X, their interesting lessons, & quotes) 
 
Yet, there are some errors in their languages such as mixing up countable and uncountable 
nouns, wrong spellings, and tenses, so 4 marks.  
 
 
4.2.2 The average-level Group 3  
As for Group 3 as the average-level group which wrote about ‘6X's favourite subjects and most 
disliked subjects’ (see Appendix 6), I gave their writing 9 marks, of which 3, 3, and 3 marks 
for content and organisation, language, and visuals respectively, and they wrote 323 words in 
their class magazine article, which marks and number of words written are the lowest amongst 
the 3 target groups, whilst being very close to the whole class’s average. This seems to indicate 
that the use of a class wiki for writing could not largely motivate them.  
 
Regarding content and organisation, their strength is having an introduction about their topic 
as studying many different subjects at school. Also, they told readers explicitly the approach 
they were going to frame their ideas, that is, ‘not being offensive to their disliked subjects’, 
which presumably means that they would not be very critical in describing their disliked 
subjects in their article. In addition, they elaborated on their most disliked subject Physical 
Education (PE) by noting that their class got the Overall Champion of the whole school. This 
not only provides readers with additional information, but also reveals their sense of audience 
and community as a ‘class’ when writing their ‘class’ magazine article. They also talked about 
their favourite game in PE lessons as playing dodge ball and how to play it skillfully, thus 
letting readers understand why PE is their favourite subject.   
 
Yet, I consider their pitfalls as first, only writing about 2 subjects, which is too few given that 
they study 8 subjects at school, thus making the content not rich enough. Also, their elaboration 
for their disliked subject Music is presumably insufficient. After depicting Music as boring, 
they did not provide any justification, but only mentioning they still kept on studying hard in 
it and some lesson incidents, which is somewhat off-topic. So I gave them 3 marks.  
 
For language, their group’s writing could be followed. However, there are quite a lot of errors, 
with a limited range of vocabulary and sentence patterns. Thus, I gave them 3 marks. As for 
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visuals, I found their group’s performance is average, with headings of subjects as Music and 
Physical Education in large colourful fonts, but no visuals nor video, so 3 marks.   
 
 
4.2.3 The high-level Group 4 
Regarding Group 4 as the high-level group which wrote about ‘The stress of 6X’, they turned 
out to be very high-performing (see Appendix 7). I gave them 14 marks, with 5, 5, and 4 marks 
in content and organisation, language, and visuals, which are the highest amongst all groups. 
And they wrote 1069 words in their class magazine article, the second highest in the class and 
amongst the 3 groups. This serves as some evidence to show that students in Group 4 could 
maintain, or even further improve on, their usual high writing performance.   
 
For content and organisation, I found their writing very authentic and interesting, in that they 
expressed their personal meaning, say complaining about their stress. More centrally, their 
chosen 9 stresses are presumably commonly faced by students of their age, for example, 
secondary school admission, homework, final year project, family, and friendship problems. 
Therefore, I consider them having a strong sense of audience. And I posit that they intend to 
describe common stress faced by students at their academic level for attracting their classmates 
to read their article. Concurrently, they wanted me to understand their feelings whilst 
sometimes showing their understanding. For example, they wrote,  
 
‘…But we know why our teachers give us that much homework because they care for us and 
they want us to study hard and practice! …I just don’t want a bunch of homework in just around 
10 days of holidays! To me, I always start my homework on the first day and I always end up 
doing it till the last day of holiday.’  
(Group 4, The stress of 6X) 
 
Although their use of personal tone is not appropriate for the text type as class magazine articles, 
their work expresses many students’ voice as not wanting to do homework in holidays and the 
common procrastination problem.  
 
In a similar vein, I deem that they are aware of another audience as parents. This is because 
they complained about their parents at such an age at the start of puberty, yet sometimes showed 
their understanding (Santrock, 2013). For example,  
 
‘Our parents thinks that we are big enough to do everything, like seriously washing dishes, 
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picking up garbage… Whenever they like us to do some housework, they just call and say that 
its just little work but later it takes us the whole day. Its so annoying. But when we ask can I 
go out, they say you are not big enough. LIKE WHAT!?! SERIOUSLY!!???’ 
(Group 4, The stress of 6X) 
They complained about their parents contradicting themselves in describing them as grown-up 
or small depending on the situations. So I postulate they wanted their parents to understand 
their frustration when reading it.  
 
‘…your family might not understand you for certain issues. And in some kind of anger, you 
speak up back to them. In this age, family quarrels happens a lot…We people think that we are 
growing big but we are actually very small (we are not even teenagers!) We are not mature yet 
but we think we are, so we start to make decisions OURSELVES. Which usually ends bad. We 
don’t even care…’  
(Group 4, The stress of 6X) 
 
Regarding this, I posited that their parents would find their article very meaningful to read for 
knowing more about their children’s perspectives (Santrock, 2013). Yet, a major weakness of 
their article is not having an introduction nor conclusion, thus leaving readers with little idea 
of the overall content and the key message of their article. However, their content is very 
interesting as noted above, so 5 marks.  
 
As for language, I found their language very fluent, so 5 marks. They had a range of sentence 
patterns, idioms, and phrases, such as ‘brainiac’, ‘nerve-racking’, ‘strive hard for exams’, 
‘Yuck!’, and ‘racks up my brains’. More importantly, it is common to find they used suspense 
as a literary device for keep readers anticipating and reading on. For example,  
 
‘It’s quite sad if we already don’t get into the first interview. But what’s even more sad is that, 
you got into the first interview, then the second interview, and you get a bit of hope of getting 
into that school, but then you got rejected.’  
(Group 4, The stress of 6X) 
 
Lastly for visuals, they used pictures with quotes and acronyms for expressing additional 
meaning, and pictures for summarising their feeling in some paragraphs. All these enrich the 
text meaning a lot. For example, in figure 4.1, they had an acronym picture for the word ‘friends’ 
in justifying the importance of friends to them.  
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Figure 4.1 Acronym picture in Group 4’s writing  
 
And in figure 4.2, the picture of a girl being irritated – crossing her arms and having a black 
cloud hang over her head - when vacuuming the floor vividly shows their unwillingness to do 
housework. So I gave them 5 marks.  
 
 
Figure 4.2 Picture of an irritate girl in Group 4’s writing  
 
4.3 Writing process 
After analysing the three groups’ wiki writing products to have a general idea of my students’ 
writing development, I now turn to the second research question as, ‘What kinds of interaction 
did students engage in on the class wiki which account for changes in their writing product?’. 
I explored their submitted reflections, and triangulated them with wiki edit and discussion 
history, and my reflections for the writing process. Three primary themes - modelling or leading 
by examples, responding to suggestions, and developing an authentic, creative voice           
emerged.   
 
4.3.1 Modelling or leading by examples  
To start with, from the wiki discussion history, it seems that many students exhibited different 
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interaction patterns as they usually did in face-to-face interactions, and noteworthy are those 
of student F of Group 4 and C of Group 2. As for F, she was perceived as being shy by her 
English teachers. This set up particular expectations about her that she might not be very 
engaged in wiki peer interaction. However, her interaction on the wiki was inconsistent with 
this description. As F revealed,  
 
‘I like doing writing on a class wiki since this kind of thing helps shy students like me. In live 
group discussions, I sometimes just can’t give my opinions so well. But in this online 
discussion, I can give my opinions so well. I can give my opinions freely and without hesitation.’  
(Student F of Group 4, Reflection) 
 
The wiki discussion history corroborated this: She had contributed 11 comments in total, which 
was on par with the average 12.8 comments students made. F chiefly modeled self-reporting 
progress to her peers, as one-way interaction without explicitly eliciting responses such as by 
asking questions, though collaborative 14  in letting peers know her writing progress 
(Dillenbourg, Baker, Blaye, & O’Malley, 1995; Lockhart & Ng, 1995).  
 
 
Figure 4.3 Collaborative peer feedback of F of Group 4  
 
 
 
                                                          
14 Collaboration is a “mutual engagement of participants in a coordinated effort to solve the problem together” 
(Dillenbourg, Baker, Blaye, & O’Malley, 1995, p.190). 
39 
 
Figure 4.4 Another collaborative peer feedback of F of Group 4  
 
As seen in figures 4.3 and 4.4, F’s starting one-way feedback was simply to let group members 
know her progress. However, interestingly, in the first instance, F made her peer M tell her 
presence in the wiki by saying, ‘hi, finally on.’ But in the second instance, F evoked her peer T 
to do the same in a detailed manner, by saying, ‘i am sorry i couldnt do it because my laptop 
wast working’, which is akin to modelling such self-reporting interaction to her. Their extended 
interaction then spurred revisions to the writing product such as addition of content.  
 
More interestingly, it is F’s second-time modelling that provoked her peer’s more elaborate 
self-reporting. This seems to be attributed to her more elaborate self-reporting on what she had 
done as ‘inserting subtitle and giving more elaborations’, as distinct from her first-time as ‘I’ve 
edited as much as I can so far’. Further, this prompted 20 revisions within 1 week, which were 
proactive given the large global-level changes  of content addition and elaborations, and local-
level changes of error corrections from all the other 3 members (Liu & Sadler, 2003), and more 
importantly M and S who had contributed only once previously throughout. They added 4 more 
non-academic themes such as ‘family problems’ and ‘teenage problems’ to the 5 academic 
themes such as ‘secondary school admission’ and ‘exams’ – which doubled and largely 
enriched the content by going beyond the academic stress, thus highly enhancing the writing 
product’s fluency and accuracy (see Chapter 4.2.3). This is by stark contrast to F’s first-time 
self-reporting which only prompted 3 revisions for the whole week with 3-sentence elaboration 
from only 1 peer. Therefore, it seems that F’s modelling of self-reporting progress in greater 
detail could make her peers reflect more deeply on their previous low writing contribution 
levels in this ‘collaborative’ wiki writing. This in turn made all members pool together their 
varied knowledge and ways of thinking for the product changes.    
 
On the other hand, C of Group 2 was identified as a ‘slow learner’ with special education needs 
(SEN) according to his English teachers. I thus expected that he would not engage very actively 
in the wiki discussion. Yet, his interaction on the wiki was incongruent with such a description. 
As C revealed,  
 
‘Comparing wiki group writing and individual writing, I feel I was much less stressed when 
doing the wiki writing due to the ease of coming up with ideas.’ (Student C of Group 2, 
Reflection) 
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‘Compared to the usual way of writing at school, my performance in the wiki writing is 
different. We “tutti” each other and I did well quickly in wiki writing, as I usually did the usual 
writing in 1 hour, which was a lot of time. And although I spent a lot of time, I did fewer things. 
I appreciate myself in wiki writing so many stuff about teachers. I have not known this before. 
I am glad about myself.’ (Student C of Group 2, Reflection) 
 
Based on the wiki discussion history, it seems that his revealed high self-efficacy about his wiki 
writing performance, such as ‘I am glad about myself’, could be explained by his two-way 
probing interaction pattern – asking his group members to write about specific teachers15 
(Lockhart & Ng, 1995). That is, he was apparently leading his peers in the interaction. His 
peers then responded to him such as with a simple response ‘ok’ (Storch, 2011). Accordingly, 
they made global-level and local-level changes to the wiki writing product such as adding 
content and editing, thus highly increasing accuracy and particularly fluency of their wiki 
writing product (Woo et al., 2013) (see Chapter 4.2.1).   
 
 
Figure 4.5 Collaborative peer feedback of C of Group 2  
 
Figure 4.6 Another collaborative peer feedback of C of Group 2  
                                                          
15 15 C’s Group 2 writing topic was ‘Funny teachers teaching 6X, their interesting lessons and quotes’.  
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As seen in figures 4.5 and 4.6, C was leading his peers to write about specific Japanese female 
teachers in the same two-way manner with the same wording as, ‘Students M, K, and J, please 
write about Ms. X X. I know nothing about her because I am basic French.’, meaning that, 
‘…because I study basic French.’, which prompted them to respond. It is noted that from the 
wiki edit history, in C’s second interaction, although he asked his peers to write about the 
teacher, he attempted to write it himself, whilst he did not in his first interaction. Noteworthy 
is that across both times, distinctively different peer interaction and wiki writing product 
changes were evoked. In the first time, only 1 member responded with a simple response ‘ok’, 
and added the content accordingly. And thereafter for three weeks, there was not any more 
revision and editing on it from all the 4 members.  
 
By stark contrast, for C’s second-time leading, his 2 peers responded within the next 3 hours, 
more importantly, with simple then elaborate responses across time, thus extending the depth 
of the interaction (Storch, 2011). That is, first, M responded with a simple response ‘Ok’. Then, 
he provided an elaborate interpretative response that Ms. X Moriya would become heartbroken 
if having read the writing in figure 4.7 (Lockhart & Ng, 1995).  
 
Figure 4.7 Group 2’s initial wiki writing about Ms. X Moriya 
 
Later, J joined in their interaction with a simple response, ‘I agree, student C’, yet presumably 
with elaborate attention (Storch, 2011). This is because it appears that beforehand, J had 
referred to the wiki history to know that it was C, not M, having written about the teacher and 
evaluated C’s writing (Storch, 2011). Interestingly, whilst their interaction seems to suggest 
that no further content revision would be made, consistently for 2 days, as seen in figure 4.8, 
this content on Ms. X Moriya attempted by C was revised by content addition and elaboration, 
alongside some editing, according to the wiki history. For example, the group added the 
teacher’s Japanese name ‘Moriya 先生’, which suits the linguistic context in talking about a 
Japanese teacher. Also, they elaborated on the teacher’s strictness by adding a quote, “Do you 
want to learn (in a Japanese accent), otherwise go out!!’, which could provoke readers16 to 
                                                          
16 The target readers of the wiki writing were students, parents, and me.  
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imagine how the teacher said it with her Japanese accent and thus might be interesting17. All 
these global-level and local-level changes to Group 2’s wiki writing product mainly as content 
revision highly improved and enriched the writing content. 
 
Figure 4.8 Group 2’s later wiki writing about Ms. X Moriya 
 
As such, it seems that if C supplemented his leading interaction of asking peers to write about 
specific teachers with his own writing attempts, more elaborate changes to the writing from his 
peers could be elicited, thus largely improving the wiki writing product.  
 
4.3.2 Responding to suggestions    
Another way that the interaction on the wiki impacted upon the groups’ written piece was that 
as shown in the class wiki history, Groups 2 and 3 largely interacted collaboratively such as 
frequent responses to other groups’ feedback by different members. And Group 2 is noteworthy 
in this regard - they frequently responded to suggestions from other groups defensively. That 
being so, interestingly, it could still result in form changes as language changes to their wiki 
writing product. Given Group 2’s wiki interaction context graduated from receiving a lot of 
praises on their writing, it might induce the negative feedback stand out. This in turn attracted 
students’ attention to edit the writing thereafter, thus improving the writing product quality. 
Group 2 students reflected,  
 
‘I like working with my groupmates very much. We all cooperate with each other and keep on 
discussing about the writing. Although sometimes we have some little disagreement with our 
groupmates, we tried to solve every difficult problem that we were facing. They won’t easily 
argue a lot when they don’t agree with each other. Instead, they will listen to other’s opinions 
and tell them how to improve.’ (Student K of Group 2, Reflection) 
 
‘I like working with my group members. We all have good and bad times. I found my group 
did the most. I am rejoice. Everyone in our group have devote and did the best in this project.’ 
(Student J of Group 2, Reflection) 
 
‘I feel we can save time to do together as a team and we can have different opions to make our 
class magazine better. Yeah! (        ) , *^   ^* ’ (Student C of Group 2, Reflection) 
 
                                                          
17 Group 2’s writing topic was ‘Funny teachers teaching 6X, their interesting lessons, and quotes’.  
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As seen from their reflections, it appears that Group 2 had a satisfactory group rapport that 
most members showed high commitment levels to the writing, and most importantly, trusted 
each other by pooling members’ varied voices. On the wiki, they received a lot of evaluative 
feedback from other groups, which were 5 praises and 5 negative feedback. In the early days, 
Group 2 received 4 praises and 2 negative feedback, as primarily praises. Then in the mid-stage, 
it received 3 negative feedback, and lastly 1 praise. This apparently showcased twists in peer 
feedback tone from positive to negative, then to positive.  
 
Whilst not responding to praises, Group 2 frequently responded to negative and critical 
feedback with simple responses as little elaborations of what and how, for instance, ‘Look at 
the requirements!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!’, ‘I think it is ok…’, and ‘?’, many exclamation marks, 
and negative wording such as ‘silly you!!!’ and ‘angry’, which are seemingly defensive. 
Interestingly, notwithstanding their simple defensive responses, they revisited the negative 
feedback and edited their writing, showcasing their elaborate attention to it (Storch, 2011).  
 
Figure 4.9 Confrontational feedback of Group 2  
 
Figure 4.10 Another confrontational feedback of Group 2  
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Figure 4.11 The other confrontational feedback of Group 2  
 
The interaction in figure 4.11 is a case in point. A from another group gave her 2 interpretative 
and evaluative feedback, suggesting that Group 2’s wiki writing contained too much ‘strict’ 
wording. J of Group 2 then responded with a simple response ‘?’, which seemingly showed his 
lack of understanding of the feedback. However, correspondingly, he did not respond 
elaborately by probing into what she meant and how they could change their wiki writing 
product accordingly. In other words, it seems that J responded to A’s negative feedback 
defensively, presumably implying that their group would not reflect deeply on it and change 
their writing product thereafter.  
 
However, the wiki edit history suggests otherwise: As shown in figure 4.12, Group 2 did edit 
the ‘strict’ wording by replacing it with synonyms ‘rigid’ and ‘exacting’.  Therefore, the lexical 
range of the wiki writing product is widened, improving its language (see Chapter 4.2.1).  
 
 
Figure 4.12 Group 2’s wiki edit history 
 
As shown in the wiki discussion history, after having received mostly praises on their wiki 
writing earlier on, Group 2 received some negative and critical feedback, which contributed to 
a change of feedback tone from positive to negative. In this regard, the students might find it 
psychologically difficult to receive the negative feedback, thus becoming defensive in their 
interaction. However, it seems that whilst Group 2 was responding to suggestions, a twist was 
central in making the negative feedback stand out, which then provoked Group 2’s elaborate 
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attention and deep reflection such as on what synonyms they could use to replace the word 
‘strict’ (Storch, 2011). This in turn induced changes to their wiki writing product.  
 
4.3.3 Developing an authentic, creative voice   
Last but not least, as seen from wiki discussion of all the three groups, students frequently 
engaged in playful peer interaction which was not revision-oriented nor linguistically-oriented 
directly inducing writing product changes (Crystal, 1998; Woo et al., 2013). Rather, they 
chatted in a playful way, used inaccurate English, and informal English with emoticons, short 
forms, Pinyin, and so on akin to real-life digital communication, as in figures 4.13 and 4.14.         
 
 
Figure 4.13 Playful interaction in Group 3’s discussion forum 
 
Figure 4.14 Playful interaction in Group 4’s discussion 
forum 
 
Interestingly, it seems that with such ludic peer interaction, students increasingly developed an 
authentic and creative voice in wiki writing. Group 418 is a case in point. After the deadline19 
had been passed throughout the 2-week Easter holiday, all the 4 members still contributed 22 
further revisions with large content and some form changes to the writing product. They did 
                                                          
18 Group 4’s wiki writing topic was ‘The stress of 6X’.  
19 The set deadline of the wiki collaborative writing was 28 Mar 2016.  
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not only add and elaborate ideas on academic stress, but went beyond to start writing about 
non-academic stress, in which the content and language use were highly authentic and creative, 
suggesting a potential impact of ludic peer interaction on the writing product.  
 
For example, they wrote the beginning of ‘teenage problems’ akin to rap music as,  
 
‘Pimples, pimples, pimples, its so annoying. We cant pop them, we cant touch them.’ (Group 
4, The Stress of 6X) 
 
In addition, they used playful wording which meaning can hardly be true in real life. They 
expressed their ‘friendship’ stress as,  
 
‘You just start to FADE AWAY or DRIFT APART.’ (Group 4, The Stress of 6X) 
 
In a similar fashion, for ‘homework’ stress, they added a figure 4.15 with sentences depicting 
how homework ‘kills’ students.  
 
Figure 4.15 Playful figure with sentences in Group 4’s writing  
 
As seen above, they wrote authentically and creatively, in that homework is indeed not a 
harmful creature able to kill students whilst students would not mean their friends dying. 
Furthermore, for ‘teenage problem’, they inserted a fun figure 4.16 supplementing their 
informal language ‘YUUUUUUKKKK!’ - a frowning face popping pimples.  
 
Figure 4.16 Playful figure in Group 4’s writing  
All these authentic and creative content, languages, and fun figures seem to suggest an impact 
of ludic peer interaction on the wiki writing product, with students being freer in expressing 
meaning, which approach they may not otherwise adopt in their usual school writings (Lo & 
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Hyland, 2007).  
 
Regarding this, students generally showed positive feelings associated with play and 
playfulness whilst writing on the wiki. As students revealed,  
 
‘Doing this writing also helps me to avoid computer games. At home, whenever I am free, I go 
to the class wiki and continue editing and look through comments. I feel kind of relaxed when 
I do online writings.’                        (Student F of Group 4, Reflection)  
 
‘Actually it is a lot different from the writings I’ve done at school, let us to write freely. Even 
though, I have a suggestion. Actually, I think we should do our wiki writing more in class. You 
still have left many “famous quotes20” such as “ok.” Well some students counted that you have 
said 317 times ok through these past days though.’  
(Student M of Group 2, Reflection) 
 
‘I think, even if we didn’t write too much, the way we expressed our feelings was really great 
(to me). We tried our best to do it in the holidays.’  
(Student T of Group 4, Reflection) 
 
These seem to suggest that students found that writing on the wiki could help them express 
their personal feelings and record the most updated interesting lesson happenings. More 
importantly, it seems that they found that doing wiki writing was playful. This is because 
students would prefer writing on the wiki to playing computer games which is ludic, which 
may suggest students found writing on the wiki even more playful than playing computer 
games. Another reason is that some spent a lot of effort and time writing on the wiki even in 
the holidays, which time could be used to play a lot. This may indicate that students regarded 
doing wiki writing a type of play.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                          
20 Group 2’s wiki writing topic was ‘Funny teachers teaching 6X, their interesting lessons, & quotes’.  
48 
 
Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusions  
 
5.1 Discussion  
5.1.1 Group 4’s low engagement level in wiki writing 
As shown in Chapter 4, across wiki writing products of the 3 groups, the average-level Group 
3 wrote the least as 323 words in their class magazine article. This seems to suggest that the 
use of a class wiki for writing could not motivate them. Such performance is incoherent with 
my expectation and worthy of examination. Group 3 students reflected,  
 
‘Our process is really slow because we always say “I am very busy”. What an excuse 
only! If we keep on like this, then of course we can’t finish our project on time. Some 
of us are really lazy, just let others to finish their work, so selfish. Many of our group 
member need to go to travelling, and then they don’t do the wiki project, and some of 
us have training so can’t get time to do, and some of us is sick, then she don’t do. We 
have 11 days of holiday, she won’t be sick for those 11 days. What an excuse! Some of 
us play but don’t do the wiki project. Our group needs cooperation very much. Oh no! 
I feel that my groupmates is all very bad, just think of themselves, but not others’ 
feelings, so selfish!’ (Student H of Group 3, Reflection) 
 
‘I took about 15 minutes to do the first paragraph. I asked student T and she said she 
would do the work later. And then, I didn’t worried about the project. On Monday, 
student N really didn’t did the project. T asked N the reason and he told us that he 
needed to go to competition during Friday to Sunday, so he was not free. In this project, 
I know what is group work.’ (Student C of Group 3, Reflection) 
 
It seems that there was a dearth of cooperation21 in the group (Arnold, Ducate, & Kost, 2009; 
Ashcraft & Treadwell, 2007). From the wiki history, one single member H contributed 179 out 
of the 323 words as 55.4%, which stood stark contrast to his average 3 peers’ 14.9%. Moreover, 
students seldom discussed the writing apart from the division of workload, which might point 
to their unsatisfactory group rapport. More centrally, they deleted each other’s writing and 
added their own in a large scale with little discussion, which demonstrates that they presumably 
disagreed with one another’s perspectives. Apparently, all these had negatively impacted upon 
Group 3’s writing product changes, given its low accuracy and fluency (see Chapter 4.2.2).   
 
All these echo Watanabe and Swain (2007)’s research finding that student-student interaction 
                                                          
21 Cooperation is group members independently maintaining their individual approaches to accomplish a task, 
making it a sum of many parts (Arnold, Ducate, & Kost, 2009). 
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is more central than English proficiency to their collaboration (Dillenbourg, Baker, Blaye, & 
O’Malley, 1995). Reflecting on the finding about Group 3, in my teaching using a wiki, I put 
students of the same or similar level in groups because I believed this was theoretically sound 
– peers of similar levels could provide an optimal amount of cognitive and linguistic 
scaffolding to one another suiting their own zones of proximal development (Cameron, 2001). 
Yet, I believe that I was not flexible enough when applying pedagogic theories about 
cooperative learning. As Storch (2011) notes, “it is collaboration that creates the conditions 
conducive to language learning rather than pair and group work per se” (p.285).  
 
Whilst Group 3 demonstrated that their lack of interaction negatively impacted upon their wiki 
writing product, Groups 2 and 4’s peer interaction elicited elaborate writing changes, as seen 
from their products’ high quality (see Chapter 4.2.1 and 4.2.3). 
 
5.1.2 Staying away from the inflexible labels 
As for peer interaction of Groups 2 and 4, to start with, the finding sheds light on students F of 
Group 4 and C of Group 2 respectively perceived as being shy and identified as a ‘slow learner’ 
with special education needs (SEN) (see Chapter 4.3.1). Whilst these two students might not 
perform satisfactorily in face-to-face interaction and school work respectively but they did in 
the wiki, it seems that a wiki as an online environment was a place for them to flourish. This is 
because a wiki can provide a distinctively different learning mode from that of school for 
students of varied learning styles, such as those not used to face-to-face communication and 
requiring more time doing writing. This echoes Gee (2005)’s notion of affinity spaces as in the 
wiki - “an important form of social affiliation where effective learning occurs” (p.231) (see 
Chapter 2). This is because in the affinity space, students could stay away from the inflexible 
labels imposed on them in schools by reducing face-to-face interaction with teachers and 
classmates. As such, all students, regardless of their English levels, personalities, and so on, 
are encouraged to participate in the wiki. More importantly, they are prompted with multiple 
routes to gain repute in the wiki, such as self-reporting progress in the discussion forum to be 
role models (Gee, 2005).  
 
As for F’s second-time self-reporting progress as ‘I’ve done the last editing of inserting subtitle 
and giving more elaborations.’ (see Chapter 4.3.1), I consider it worthwhile to reflect on 
because she added subtitles - a genre feature of class magazine articles – in the mid stage of 
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their group’s writing, rather than the early stage. Therefore, regarding my teaching intervention, 
I believe my teaching of the genre features was not clear enough, which could reduce students’ 
learning of the process genre writing approach (see Chapter 3.1). If I were to teach again, I 
would let students co-construct the genre features in groups for their deep retrieval by peer 
learning. Yet, after all, I believe that the use of a wiki could enhance the process genre approach, 
for it could afford F to read other groups’ writing and be prompted to add subtitles at the mid 
stage.  
 
5.1.3 Having a personal competition with other groups    
In addition, the finding indicated that whilst Group 2 responded to negative feedback 
defensively, they revised their wiki writing accordingly (Storch, 2011). This improved their 
writing product quality (see Chapter 4.2.1 & 4.3.2). Apparently, the students were pushing 
themselves to have a quality wiki writing product, akin to having a personal competition with 
other groups. Appealingly, it seems that the notion of attention economy (Lankshear & Knobel, 
2006) was at play. That is, in our online life such as Facebook and YouTube, there exists 
information overload, say having numerous posts and videos that audience do not have enough 
time to read them all. Therefore, users use varied means to attract audience’s attention, for 
example, posting very critical content and selfies with odd gestures (Lankshear & Knobel, 
2006). And in the class wiki as an open online environment, students took on dual roles as 
readers and writers – reading all the other 6 groups’ texts whilst writing their own group’s 
(Kangas, 2008). So, students’ sense of audience as readers in evaluating and comparing 
different groups’ and their own group’s wiki writings was reinforced. Given the attention 
economy online, to seek the large audience’s22 attention on their group, the students then 
became very self-motivated to revise their group’s writing for outperforming the others. This 
is akin to writing on Facebook, where writers also read other users’ posts, evaluating and 
comparing each other’s. Then they may edit theirs similar to having a competition with others.  
 
Further, with the attention economy online, Group 2 students refuted peer feedback critically 
such as ‘silly you!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!’ because they aimed to seek audience’s attention on their group 
amongst the 7 groups. More appealingly, it could be explained by the resemblance of positive 
and negative peer feedback to ‘likes’ and ‘dislikes’ to posts and uploaded videos on Facebook 
and YouTube. Given that the number of ‘likes’ is often young users’ concern, say competing to 
                                                          
22 All the 28 students, their parents, and I could read the 7 groups’ wiki writing.  
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have more ‘likes’ with peers, the number of positive peer feedback in the wiki might serve as 
an extrinsic motivation for the students, thus being defensive as such.  
 
Upon reflection, in my teaching intervention, I believe that I had not intervened early to 
encourage Group 2 students in the wiki. I regard this not very desirable, in that the Primary 6 
(P.6) students are young learners who generally need a lot of extrinsic motivation such as 
praises and positive peer feedback. I believe whilst I am a language teacher engaging in this 
intervention to enhance students’ English writing development, I still need to be a holistic 
teacher considering students’ emotion amply in their learning process. And this can be 
explained by the affective filter hypothesis (Krashen, 1982). That is, given the negative 
experience of peer interaction, students’ stress level might heighten, raising their affective filter 
(Krashen, 1982). This might reduce their efficiency in learning writing, thus contradicting my 
intervention aim. So if I would teach again, I would scaffold the students to count their number 
of positive peer feedback as ‘likes’ to their wiki writing for extrinsically motivating them. 
 
5.1.4 Being activated from play to frame ideas    
Further, the finding suggests that ludic peer interaction impacted positively on students’ wiki 
writing products (see Chapter 4.3.3). This may point to students being more liberated in 
expressing their personal meaning and creative content, including literally untrue meanings 
such as ‘homework kills us’. In this regard, it seems that students were highly motivated in 
ludic interaction owing to its enjoyment and self-expression opportunities (Richards, 1993). 
Subsequently, they “activated and learnt from ludic interaction, and used it to frame and 
develop ideas” in the wiki writing (Lotherington & Jenson, 2011, p.237). In other words, play 
is not only for enjoyment, but also constructive for writing more authentically and creatively.  
 
Regarding writing authenticity, I reflected on my designed writing task 23  in my teaching 
intervention, which I believe not authentic enough. As Willis and Willis (2007) observe, for an 
authentic task, “it is important to achieve an outcome; the assessment of the activity should be 
seen in terms of outcome” (p.13). Yet, I believe the outcome of my wiki writing task was not 
explicit, or simply left out. As the task outcome, I told students to print out their wiki writing 
product themselves, or log in to the wiki, for graduation memorial purposes, which is 
inauthentic. As Nunan (1989) notes, authentic tasks should "require learners to approximate, 
                                                          
23 It was a class magazine for the P.6 students’ graduation memorial purposes.  
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in class, the sort of behaviours required of them in the world beyond the classroom" (p.40). In 
our real life, we often have tangible items such as booklets and photo albums, rather than 
intangible ones such as logging in to a website, for graduation memorial purposes which are 
formal and important. Further, I believe my task outcome was inconsiderate of the students, in 
that some may not have a printer at home whereas others may only have black and white ink 
in it. As a student noted,  
 
‘Miss X said, “You may print it out.” But we have to print it out ourselves. I don’t feel 
like doing it now, because my printer is black and white, so…’ (Student M, Reflection) 
 
Relating this to Group 3 and some other groups’ lack of engagement in wiki writing, I believe 
that I should bear some responsibility because I had not provided students with a considerate 
tangible task outcome, which might have lowered their motivation. So if I would teach again, 
I would print their wiki writing product out in colour and make it a booklet for the students.  
 
 
5.2 Implications for English teachers in Hong Kong 
Contrary to many local English teachers’ perception that integration of information technology 
(IT) into teaching was simply a distraction with the hectic teaching and learning schedules in 
Hong Kong schools (Lo, Clarke, Luk, Chigaeva, & Lam, 2012), the finding suggests that the 
incorporation of a wiki into writing pedagogy largely enhanced local primary school students’ 
ESL/EFL writing development.   
 
To start with, the research finding points to a possible rethink for teachers adopting the process 
genre writing approach to use a wiki rather than paper and pen for enhancing the approach: On 
the one hand, two students unexpectedly elicited many revisions to the writing from peers with 
their interaction, contributing to a complex writing cycle of recursive drafting, writing, revising, 
and editing, and improving the final product (Badge & White, 2000). This seems to indicate 
that the use of a wiki could enhance the process writing approach. On the other hand, one of 
the students F apparently had read other groups’ writings and had been prompted to add 
subtitles at the mid stage, suggesting that use of wikis could foster the genre writing approach.  
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In addition, for local teachers who plan to use wikis in English teaching, first, when pairing up 
or grouping students in collaborative work, it may be helpful to consider not only students’ 
English proficiency, but also their personalities and interaction styles with peers. Also, when 
supervising students in the wiki discussion forum, it could be useful not only to ensure that 
students are on task, but also the nature and tone of their peer feedback. For students receiving 
very negative or critical peer feedback, it may be beneficial that teachers provide encouraging 
feedback. They could also scaffold students to count their number of positive peer feedback as 
‘likes’ in their Facebook to extrinsically motivate them. Further, when implementing authentic 
tasks in a wiki, it could be more authentic and engaging if teachers could provide students with 
considerate tangible outcome(s). This could be done by printing out students’ product. More 
importantly, teachers could tell students that they would print out student work for them at the 
start, which could serve as a reason for students to engage in the wiki task.  
 
 
5.3 Limitations and suggestions for future research 
Overall, there were some limitations of the study. Firstly, the participant P.6 students needed to 
prepare for the high-stakes final examination for secondary school admission and had a tight 
teaching schedule. Therefore, I could only have three English lessons teaching and 
implementing the process genre writing approach with a wiki, which might undermine my 
teaching and students’ writing learning. For example, I believe that I did not scaffold students 
sufficiently on the genre features of magazine articles in the lesson (see Chapter 5.1.2). So it 
may be helpful if English teachers and future researchers did their teaching intervention with a 
wiki on students of other academic levels such as P.5 who do not need to sit high-stakes 
examination. In so doing, they may be able to have more lessons to enhance the teaching and 
learning quality.  
 
Secondly, reflecting on some students’ discontent with their group members (see Chapter 5.1.1) 
which reduced their writing learning whilst contradicting my intervention aim24, I believe that 
I did not scaffold students sufficiently on their collaboration skills before my teaching 
intervention. Therefore, it may be useful that teachers and future researchers provide the young 
students with some social skills scaffolding, such as having a fair division of labour and 
frequent communication amongst group members before the start of their wiki research.  
                                                          
24 It was to enhance students’ ESL/EFL writing development.  
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5.4 Conclusion 
As a final word, the current study sheds light on the conduciveness of wiki-based collaborative 
writing on local primary school students’ ESL/EFL writing development, and the positive 
impact of student interaction upon their wiki writing products. Given it is one of the few local 
studies on the use of a wiki for students’ English writing development, it may help offer school 
teachers insights into teaching writing in Hong Kong - as a rather traditional educational 
context in which integration of IT into writing instruction is generally not in full swing.  
 
Also, the study represents an initial effort to examine particular interesting student interactions 
in the wiki – modelling and leading by examples, responding to suggestions defensively, and 
developing an authentic, creative voice – which positively impacted upon students’ wiki 
writing product, yet being rarely discussed in other studies on wiki use for ESL/EFL writing 
learning. And given these student interactions in the wiki were largely framed by conceptions 
relevant to technology use, for instance, notions of affinity spaces, attention economy, and a 
ludic perspective, the study may help contribute to an understanding of online student 
interaction as different from face-to-face interaction for the same larger writing purpose (Gee, 
2005; Lankshear & Knobel, 2006; Lotherington & Jenson, 2011).  
 
As sidelight, as a preservice teacher having studied Primary English language education for 
four years, I have frequently exerted to memorise pedagogic principles and relevant research 
findings, perceiving that I would be an outstanding teacher if being able to apply all of them. 
However, after engaging in this action research, I have learnt that my beliefs are indeed 
mistaken – I should be more critically reflective in translating pedagogic theories in past 
research into the present-day classrooms, which extent of applicability may have been 
influenced by the wider digital world. For example, whilst extrinsic motivation was 
downplayed in past ESL/EFL research, nowadays, it may be helpful to scaffold students to 
regard their positive feedback as ‘likes’ in their Facebook and count its number, thus being 
extrinsically motivated in the learning process. After all, pedagogic principles advocated in past 
research and technological use are not separate entities – they can complement each other to 
enhance students’ learning. As Kellner (2004) notes, “education urgently requires revision that 
involves both critically seeing the past and present and imagining a different world” (p.10).  
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Appendix 4 
Lesson Planning Document  
(wiki-based collaborative writing) 
 
Date: 10 Mar 16(Thu)       Time: 10:20-10:55am(35min)(in sch. 
computer lab)             
Class: 6X                    
Focus: Lesson 1 - The start of the wiki class magazine project 
Objectives 
 
 To enable students to understand the social context and purposes of the wiki writing 
as making their class magazine for graduation memorial purposes.   
 To enable students to understand the major genre in magazines and online 
magazines and relevant genre features. [genre approach] 
Procedural Stages 
1. Introduce the class magazine writing task/wiki project.  
 
2. Brief ss on the wiki project timeline and related work such as submission of 
journals and the dates of peer feedback sessions.  
 
3. Study various types of authentic magazine and online magazine articles as a whole 
class.  
 
4. Ss identify the common larger social purposes of the texts by think, pair, share.  
 
5. Ss deconstruct them the texts for their common internal structure, grammar and 
lexis, visuals and their communicative functions within the texts with T’s guidance 
by think, pair, share.  
 
6. Ss differentiate the internal structures of magazine and online magazine articles by 
think, pair, share.  
 
7. Ss are briefly introduced to the functions of the class wiki. 
 
8. Ss try the functions of the class wiki individually with a computer in front.  
 
9. T gives out the class magazine writing task sheet.  
 
10. T gives out the ‘warm tips and guidelines for accessing the wiki’ sheets.  
 
11. T tells ss the group member list. T also lets each group to choose a topic amongst 
the topics in the writing task sheet, and brainstorm about writing the topic. 
 
Materials and aids 
 
- Self-made ppt  
- Self-designed class magazine writing task sheet 
- Self-made ‘warm tips and guidelines for accessing the wiki’ 
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Lesson Planning Document  
(wiki-based collaborative writing) 
 
Date: 14 Mar16 (Mon)     Time: 12:05-12:40pm(35 min)(in sch. 
computer lab)             
Class: 6X                    
Focus: Lesson 2 - First peer feedback procedure 
Objectives 
 To enable students to finalise their group’s first draft. [process approach] 
 To enable students to provide feedback to another group based on the previously 
co-constructed article genre features. [process approach] 
Procedural StagesTell ss to sit with their group members; each s with 1 computer.  
 
1. Elicit from ss on some social purposes, genre features (e.g. titles, subtitles, hyperlinks), 
grammar and lexis, visuals in general online magazine articles by think, pair, share, and 
write them on the board.  
 
2. Tell ss to provide constructive peer feedback to another group. [Group 12, Group 23, 
Group 3 4, etc.] on the writing’s content, organisation, language based on genre 
features of online magazine articles deconstructed in lesson 1 on the wiki project and just 
now. (Each group gives 3-4 pieces of feedback.) 
 
3. Tell ss to respond to the peer feedback given by another group.  
 
4. Tell ss to continue draft, write, revise, and edit their wiki writing to finalise their first draft 
based on the peer feedback.  
 
5. Tell ss to discuss in the wiki discussion forum amongst group members as much as 
possible throughout the writing process because they presumably find their seating in the 
computer lab a bit inconvenient to discuss face-to-face.  
 
6. T walks around to scaffold ss.  
 
7. Tell ss to discuss in the wiki discussion forum amongst group members as much as 
possible throughout the writing process at home because it is difficult for them to discuss 
face-to-face and it is more convenient to discuss than using other channels such as Skype 
and whatsapp.  
Materials and aids 
- N.A.  
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Lesson Planning Document  
(wiki-based collaborative writing) 
 
Date: 24Mar16 (Thu)   Time: 10:20-10:55am (35 min)(in sch. 
computer lab)             
Class: 6X                    
Focus: Lesson 3 - Second peer feedback procedure 
 
Objectives 
 
 To enable students to finalise their group’s second draft. [process approach] 
 To enable students to provide feedback to another group based on the previously 
co-constructed article genre features. [process approach] 
 
 
Procedural Stages 
 
12. Tell ss to sit with their group members; each s with 1 computer.  
 
13. Tell ss to provide constructive peer feedback to another group. [Group 12, Group 
23, Group 34, etc.] on the writing’s content, organisation, language based on 
genre features of online magazine articles deconstructed in lessons 1 and 2 of the 
wiki project. (Each group gives 3-4 pieces of feedback.) 
 
14. Tell ss to respond to the peer feedback given by another group.  
 
15. Tell ss to continue draft, write, revise, and edit their wiki writing to finalise their 
second draft based on the peer feedback.  
 
16. Tell ss to discuss in the wiki discussion forum amongst group members as much as 
possible throughout the writing process because they presumably find their seating 
in the computer lab a bit inconvenient to discuss face-to-face.  
 
17. T walks around to scaffold ss.  
 
18. Tell ss to discuss in the wiki discussion forum amongst group members as much as 
possible throughout the writing process at home because it is difficult for them to 
discuss face-to-face and it is more convenient to discuss than using other channels 
such as Skype and whatsapp.  
 
19. Tell ss the deadline of the wiki project which is very soon (28 Mar 16).  
 
 
 
Materials and aids 
 
- N.A.  
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